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SFMORANDUM FOR:  Chief, Procurcacnt Division, Office of Logistics

HROUGT:: Chief, Bupport Staff, NPIC ’
(JBJECT:

S IPERENCES : (a) Lett ,
(b) Letter Dated 18 August 1965
25X1A (e) Letter Dated 17 January 1966 -
~ Document #
V1) ted March 1963
i) Proposal Dated July 1963

Report Dated 3 December 1964

1. Reference (a), amended by References (b) and (c), requested
The basis for this
request is the cortention that tusre where four (4) specific changes
in scope %o the original contract. This memorandum attempts <o
tabulate the pert¢nent facts relating to each of thess claims.

2. it has been determined trat the Design ObJectlves, dated
" February 1963, written for the P01nt Transfer Device were not
* this reason an analysis has been

proposal whlch was included in *the contract.

3. An analysis is also made of References (d) and (e) with

regard to items that were originally proposed but not delivered with .

the equipment.  Items that were proposed with regard to each of the
vour specific c¢laims, but omitted from the delivered equipment, are-
dlscussed in the sections pertaining to tie 5pec1f1c related ClalmS.

b, Since the

Optic Viewers zre

they are considered as being the same equipment for purposes of this
ana1y51s‘lg . . ;

DECLASS REVIEW by NIMAIDOD

Point Transfer Device and the EFi‘oer .
asically the same instruments - wi he exception

' of the lasér merking system and digital readout on the _-and
since all the problems encountered were common to bobh equipments, .
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5. Vacwus Film Hold-down. Reference (c) claims that the
contractor proposcd to utilize a vacuum groove, system manufactired
vy | oy cloin that this system was
later objected to by the contract monitor and that a substantial
effort was. expendaed to overcome tnese obgectlons.

Refcrgnce (4) and (e) voth spe01f1cally state that the groove
system produced by was to be used; however, there is
no mention in those references of the visibility of the grooves or
the length of time required to flatten the film. The Contractor's
Progress Report for July and August 1963 states "vacuum film hold-
down techniques with edge gu.ides, similar to those seen on the - ‘
AR-26L Viewers, will be used. Some improvements are needed, however,
to minimize haudllng of film during film pull-down and brlng operator
assurance of p051tlve film pull-down, regardless of film w1dth or
length.," 1In this report, under "Work To Be Accomplished," it is
stated that "vecuum hold-down devices will be investigated.

Existing equipment using this technique will be studied.”  This
indicates that they realized deficiencies in the proposed system and
intended to improve this componont from the beglnnlng

 The Contractor s December 1963 Progrems Report mentions that ;5; N

"the design will accept only TOmm, 59 and o' films." 1In the
Contractor's February 196L Progress Report /the OD-174 referred to
in Reference (c)/ the contractor stated that "special effort has
been devoted to obtain plattens with highly polished grid lines to.
minimize the effect of grid lines hiding bits of photo data.
Laboratory samples have been excellent. Certain patterns will be
delivered by late March and will be checked for functional hold-down’

- performance as well as for line. quality before final manufacturing

is approved.'" In the technical monitor's Telephone Conversation

‘Record dated 26 February 1964, it is stated that the contractor
had obtained. samples of a microgroove plate from

which has
"a pollshed groove which is believed superior to the rooves
for mlnlmlzlng v1S1b111ty. Samples were sent -to NP

‘The Contractor's March 196h Progress Report Zfb 184 referred to

or evaluation‘

© 25X1A

©25X1A
© 25X1A

in Referende (c)/ indicated that the pull-down time varied between - . '

10-h40 seconds aad "efforts are beLng devoted towards reducing this
time and minimizing microgroove visibility." The technical monltor g

- Memorandum For The Record dated 16 March 196k reported that [

-glass with microgrooves having polished edges shows definite
promise for. prawtlcaljy 1nv151ble groove>.‘

The Contractor's April 196l+ Progress Re: ort /op-189,
Reference (ql/ stated that "Vendor supplying platen is
now refining his manufacturing methods so that desired groove depth °

- and low visibility arc maintained.  The method of measurement of

microgroove:depih seemsg to have been a problem because we repeatedly
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obdgerved &hallower grooves then did verdicr. Efforts ard still being
continued to get ten (10) second pull-dcwntimé for all f£ilm widths

used.” The technical monitor's Memoranaum For The Record, dated

5 May 1964; indicated "the contractor is still working on the

problem of producing an optimum vacuum groove...when the groove .
is deepened the hold-down occurs within the 10 sccond limit Z%his ‘
specification came from the Design Objectives for the -but the 25X1A
grooves are not acceptable optically. If we have to compromise,

we will give up time /nold-down speed/ to obtain optical quality."

The Contractor's Progress Report or June 105k {0D-199) gives
the first real indication of the unacceptability of the groove

plate; "Vendor !has not obtained least visivility desired
by customer, and apparcently there is litile promise of improvement....

It is our goal to render grooves nearly invisible yvct maintain a
reasonable pull-down time if ten second requirement cannot be met,'*
The monitor's Memorandum For The Recorqd dated 18 June 1964 stated
that “the,microgroove plates have not been perfected...these plates
do not have the required degree of polish and are not acceptable

- optically."*

The June and July 1964 Monitor's Contract Inspection Report
noted that the vacuum hold-down system was becoming an acute
problem. The July and August 1964 Contractor's PFrogress Reports
indicated that no progress had been made in improving the system.
The July report /OD-205, Reference (c)/ stated "Microgrooves have
received attention in experimenting witi other polishing techniques
than that tused by the vendor H From 20X and higher magnifications
their 1s much improvement, although microgrooves are not truly
invisible at lower magnification. Customer will be shown these at
August meeting. To realize these improved microgrooves a rather
lengthly manufacturing process is required, and will significantly
raise parts cost* and may greatly increase pull-down time. Therefore,

1

~we are procceding to obtain one (1) set of platens without micro=-

grooves for experimentation with flat hold-down surfaces, With

the improved seals in the manifolds, a lower pressure difference

across film may help reduce chance of isclated air pocints under N
film upon pull:-down. Conclusions should ve seen in late August.ﬁ[gic;7

The Contractor's Progress Report for September 1964 /OD-215
Reference (q17 stated that "platens have been re-designed to overcome -
/the/ problem of microgroove visibility by replacing them by three (3)
transverse: large grooves, about lmm wide, equally spaced across the
film viewing area. Air pockets under film are evacuated quickly,

- sometimes requiring alternating "release" and "hold" modes once or '

twice to sécure complete hold-down on 9 inch film. If information
arca falls on top of the large grooves, film will have to be moved
a small amount." In the Oontractor’s Review of Meeting, dated 12
October 196k, it was stated that the "customer [was/ shown [the/
new platen design with three (3) transverse grooves,"

Approved For Release 200208 P78B04747A002100090032-5-
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The’ Contracb Inspcctlon Reports Lo ucptembor and October 196h
indicated that the vacuum prob,,m stll. LXlStOd :

The Contractor's Progress Kmport tor Novemonr 196k /OD-228
‘Rolcrenco (Cl7 stated "Because vacuum plotens with three (3)
microgrooves are not acceptable, we have been attempting to find a
solution for use of plain glass surfaces in viewing area. By
‘improving edge guiding of film and alternating the use of air
pressure, some improvement is seen although pull-down time is
extended COHQLdCT&bJV to at leact 30 seconds when subborn air
pockets on 92 inch film are encoun&ered. The new experiments have
shown the manifold seals are not too satisfactory under small
pressure differences required for better control of air pockets.
Turther work is required to get plaln Zﬁnﬂ ﬂrooved7 plates and
seals to work satisfactorily.'

The Progress Report for January 1965 reports that "much work
has been expended in this area to discover a meLhod to reduce or
eliminate air bubbles under film when using 92 wide film...generally
about 90% or better of the scanned area is pulled down within a (
few seconds and complete pull-down can get to a minute or more....
To get any recuction in pull-down time with 9%" film, some configura-
tion with microgrooves will have to be considered together with
some effect or. image. To minimize image degradation, increased
diffusion of input light will be required.... ZTne7 microgroove
cross section and means to mask or minimize optical effects of o
cross section could have serious side effects on existing parts of
the viewer. We will approach several suppliers for availability
of improved macrogroove cross sections and patterns.”

The February 1965 Progress Report indicated that the contractor
was returning to the three groove approach; '"glass platens, with {
three highly polished microgrooves each, are belng made as an attempt .
LO get arsolution for the pull~down problem. It is hoped that the
groove v1ulb111ty will be greatly reduced and, at thc same time,
‘give enough exhaust path for the air bubbles under film....
Experimental work is underway to examine interruption of vacuunm
to minimize bubble information.... The combination of low vacuum
cyeling and diffusion technique may reduce hold-down time but no
conclusion has been reached." This ef7ort was continued in
March 1965 and, in that same period, work was' initiated on a more
visible Z@ldcr groov_7 mlcrogroove plate. ;

In the May 1965 Progress Report, _concluded that - 25X1A
"there appears to be no answer in s1ght for this problem of groove. :

visibility without some degradation of imagery." Nevertheless, the\

June 1965 Report indicated that the contractor was continuing to

"study and search for various optieal and manufacturing techniques ‘

that may minimize groove visibility of vacuum film hold-down platen,"

which was continued in August 1665.
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The (“U"me) Reviow -Repepd = dated mmber 1965 indicated that
nothing furthcer was being done IO imploment, removal of the macrogrooves
because of the financia’ limitations [~110 is first written indication
of financial proolcm‘7bl the project., o further mention of the

' vacuum hold-dcwn problem is made in subsequent Reports. The first -
25X1A - was accepted on 1 November 1965 with the compromise three (3)
macrogroove uystem installed ¥

From an analysis of the available documentation (partially
described above), the following can be stated:

25X1A ‘A, Both the proposals for the
did state that a vacuum groove system sub-contracted
. 25X1A +to would be used.

of obtaining equivalent microgrooves plates.

C. No claim by the contractor (i 2s to the visibility 25X1A
or invisinility of the grooves was made in either the proposals
for the nor, was there any claim made
that they would meet any specific time for hold-down.

D. 'The Contractor's progress reports referred to in
Reference (c) did (as stated) record and describe the
contractors difficulties in developing an acceptable vacuum
hold-down system. They did not, however, claim that;
there was a change-of-scope, or that they felt our requirement
anything above what was contracted for, or that they would
have to stop work unless they obtained additional funding.

The Custoner Review Report dated 9 November 1965 was the first
documented statement that the vacuum hold-down system had come
up againsy financial limitations., At this point their
(compromise) three (3) groove macrogroove system was accepted
for the || - it ves still hoped that an improved

system could be found and retrofitted on the _

Reviewing these statements indicates that what the contractor
states is essentially, though only partially, true. He was under
scme pressure to meet specifications not promlsed in the pr proposal
/Responsive to the design ochct1V€7

The only item with regard to the vacuum hold down system that was
proposcd and nct delivered was the automatic vacuum rel.age. The
change to non-automatic operation was consented to by the technical
monitor because the recommendation of 4 March 1964 indicated that the
control console would contain tihe vacuum control switches. This was
a concession on our part in attempt to alleviate some of their
overwhelming technelogical problems with the vacuum system.

Lot .
S -5-
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or claims in references
rly indicated that a two
speed gear LOX WOULd or they jeetive-head drive system.
They claim that the stepping speeds of . drive system were clearly
indicated to be within the frequoncy response range ol the human )
eye; however, no objection was raised urtil the viewer was fabricated.

6. Objoctive-Iinad D:iygﬁaéhﬁ
() and (T} That

In both proposals, Bl »roposed "aun infinitely veriable two ‘ ‘
range electric rotor powered drive." In e I (page 17) 25X1A
the contractor states that the following drive speeds will be :
incorporated into the instrument; "...high range - .02"/sec. to 1"/sec.;
low range -.005"/scc. to .025"/sec. In addition to the above, a
slow mode is provided with fixed speeds of approximately 3 microns/
sccond L.OOOl”/seq;7. In this mode a repetitious pulse is provided
allowing the drive to advance in steps allowing close positioning
to better than one micron." It is claimed that the above clearly
indicates that the minimum traverse distance per second was specified
as 2% times the specified step distance; therefore, it was clearly
evident that stepping speeds as low as 2% steps per second would be
provided, which is within the known frequency response range of the
human eye. :

The speeds proposed for the Viewers (page 21 & 22) were
slightly different; .0001"/sec. t0 .030"/sec., a .010"/sec. to
1.0"/sec. and an additional step motion of 1 micron per step.
Further, theé proposal states "the operator merely rotates the

‘handwheel clockwise or counterclockwise to achieve the selection

of one of 3 speed ranges" |Jl]- rage 22). The siowest speed . .
was to be approximately 3 microns per second; therefore, using the

same logic, the same claim regarding the response of the eye would

apply. The proposal further states that "an alternative to the

Jog switch'is a rotatable switch located at the handle of the joy

‘stock to allow selection offast, medium or very slow speeds.™

This was not provided; it was eliminatéd +to. reduce the joy stick

complexity.,

The earlies: reference to the problem associated with the
ovjective-head drive was in the Contractods Progress Report July
and August 1963 under Scan Drive Assembly "Drive motors will be of
stepping type. 2lo-Syn Model SS 250-1027
appears to be the likely candidate., Further tests are needed before
Tinal selection can be made. In general, t.ae problem teing studied
concerns the ‘fact that torque output declines as stepping frequency
increases with motors under consideration. To keep lowest frequency
at a rate where motion will appear continuous and to have 100X
speed range of motor speed will require-a high stepping rate that is
accompanied by significantly reduced torque. Therefore as a
compremise will lhave a maximum around 300 steps per second and have

the required torcue output." /sic./ "The design objective Zzheirs,
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not our§7 of tanis equipmeit dISnsse Ve is to provide a highly
Stoble and sensitive drive haiilsm £ positioning the optics over.
he Tilm being studied in this viewer.' ¥

A Trip Rejort dated 12 September 163 preparcd by — "
of NAVPIC, now of NPIC, states that "even with the design approac

now planned a 3light 'pulsing' motion vill be noticable when viewing
ay highest magaification.” ’ '

Tne monthly progress report for July and August 1964 makes
reference to only two gear ratics.  The proposed spceds were
reiterated.in the technical monitor's trip report dated 5 May 1964,

R R Y e T A AT e e W

The monthly propress report for July 1964 indicates a two speed
gear box was s3ill being used, but the contractor was incorporating
& screw drive that has two motor speed ranges, as well as the two
speed gear box. Zﬁhis was to solve some of their own technical
problems; there was no advantage 1o u,s_._7

The contractor states in reference (¢) "the first hint of the
customer's objections to the two-speed gear box was alluded to in
the August 196l Progress Report, 0D-209, dated 15 September 1964
concerning the resolution possible with the existing frequency of
movement." This is not a valid statement based on reading 0D-209,

In referernce (c), the contractor states that as the result of
a 23 November 1964 meeting "an internal |jj}) )uupmill c.ocument . 25X1A
was prepared or 24 November" and later attached to the November 196 S
Progress Report as File # CD-11k the contractor states,” this
document pointed out that going to a three-speed gear box was beyond -
. the scope of the contract. This is not so. CD-114 says only, under
the title "Parts Unacceptable to Customer, but not Supplied by

25X1A— the words Unacceptable Drive System listed as an
: item, o » :

The contractor's report titled, "Report on Stepping Drive on
25X1A TGy sten" dated 3 December 1964, gives a very detailed

analysis of the stepping drive system. A rationale is outlined
giving the reasons for selection of this type of motor and why it
is the only type that will satisly the requirement. The report
analyzes the effect of stepping motors on the visibility of non-
‘continuous motion and concludes that the system utilizing two . ‘
gears and two motor speed ranges is not adequate for all magnifications,
particularly in themiddle ranges, if the visibility of the steps -
cannot be tolerated. Puge 5 of this report under "Analysis of
Present System” states "one may conclude from this graph that the
operation may be quitc adequate at the slow gear at the very high
magnifications. It ir also apparent that the system is adequate
al the fast gear for the very low magnifications. At the middle
magnifications there is a gap where it is not possible to scan
without the eye obscrving the motion as a stepping action.”*

_ Approved For Release 2000/ IR-RDP78B04747A002100090032-5
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The report further coHCLhdéé*L_ an. srnate approacs of adding
a third gear ralio would solve-fhe provlem, Zﬁhe)r solution, not

P our§7 except in the decoupled mode whra the differentinl magnification
was extremely large. The 6 Febyaary o5 Contract Inspection Report
indicates that the contractor was in +he process of incorporating
the three spead gear box into the instrument. "The stepping motor
system Ziho two gear sywtem7 has not given acceptable performance
to date.'

Extensive effort is indicsind in +he January vhrough June 1965
Progress Reports to accomplis ihe change in the gear nox. The
modification was barely acceplabie and tne Contract Inspection
Report of 21 June 1965 indicates that che "range of aconning speeds

. is adequate but stepping motors still leave a lot to be desirved."”

There is no further mention of this problem in any of the later
correspondence, The three gear system was accepted &s being an
adequate, thowh not optimum, solution to a very difficult technical
problem.

From an enalysis of the applicable documentaflon it can be
stated that:

25X‘1A A - icinally proposed a two gear system.

B. The two gear system did ot perform as [ N - 25X1A
predicted it would. Here it should be stated that NPIC
technical people had serious reservations as to the visual
acceptability of stepping motor drives. ' As a consequence, the

‘ contractor was questioned in depth on this matter and we were

. given considerable verbal assurance that the pulses would be
continuous except in the third mode (3 micron/sec.) where it
was intended (and desirable) to sece these descreet steps. o

C. By their own documentation they intended to “"provide
& highly stable and sensitive drive mechanism for positioning:
the optics over the film.," The two-gear. system was neither
stable or sensitive.

‘D. By their own documentation, their two-gear system did
not provide adequate performance in the middle ranges. "At
the middls magnifications theré is a gap where it is not
possible to scan without the eye observing the motion as a
stepping action." This is the range. in which we: were
aqsured tle motion would appear contlnuous.

'aE. The monitor did not ask whe contractor to use the three
gear system. The contractor offered it as a solution to the
admittedly poor performance of their unacceptable original
system. They were told this was rnot a change of scope. They
made no attempt to clain at that vime that it wac anything but
a rectificaticn of an error on their part.

Approved For Release 20§
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In general it appears thc; is l b&le oa51o for the contractorsff ‘
claim as related to the Objective Head Drive. '

7. Low Magnification Lens With ” Flclcl of View, The - S 95X1A
25X1A I cccrived the instrumeat as lla.».l.ng, a continuously variable. ' v o
{in three steps) magnification from 4.2X to 135X; however, this
was modified by the contractor's letter dated 24 May 1963 which con
offercd to include "one lens in each turret." Both the proposal and . -~ 25X1A
the lotter of 24 May 1963 were incorporated into S
The additional cost for the extra lenscs was - 25X1A .
25X1A Tho | :cscribes a four objective lens system:
fpecilically "A. 1.5X to 6.LX with 0.3& objective, B. h.2X to
: . 18X with 1X ovjective lens, C. 10.5X to 4SX with 2.5X objective
ﬁ rens, and D.3L.5X to 135X with 7.5X objective lens.”" In other
vwords, the contractor proposed to furnish viewers with a magnification
vange of 1.5X to 135X. The ranges actually provided on the delivered
instrument are A. 1.6X to 6.8X, B, 2.9X to 12X, C. 10.1X to 43X,
and D. 30X to 128X. Although fhe total range of 1.6X to 128X |
is not as large as proposed,the-actual overlap between the ranges
is slightly greater than anticipated. The proposed zoom ratio
of 0.7X to 3X was used; however, the fixed optic magnification was' .
altered slightly. : : -

25X1A In addition, the Hspecifies a film heating S
i tolerance; "At maximum Illumination intensity suitable for distinguish- .

ing .02 density gradient at a reference density of 2.0 the temperature
of the film being viewed shall not be raised in excess of 30°F above
ambient 80°F in fifteen minutes of conbinuous operation." Here one
can see that there was a brightness and heat specification in the

s
|
!

25X1A . : ‘ L
_ Furthermcre, the dated July 1963 clearly states
25X1A on page 6. "L field lens at the image plane formed by the objective
lens assures full objective lens field coverage by the zoom magnifier
and a uniform bright field making full use of the objective lens
aperture,” and on page 5 "In order to assure that the numerical
aperture of the objectives are filled with light, the lower ourface
of glass plate is a diffusing ground glass surface. '

In this section, the conbractor's vasic ‘claim is that although
he proposed vo add a low power objective to the instrument, he did
not contemplate <he extensive engineering that was required to
achieve an accepinble system. - The objective lens proposed could
not collec¢t erough of the light, and eventually a large field lens '
had to be places ~lose to the film plane to enable Lhe system to
adequately collect the illumination.

As cariy as 26 October 1963, the technical monitor noted that there
was no mention of illumination parameters. - The speciflications that were
established vore 500 to 600 ft.-lambeérts-at any masgnirication, or the
1llumination iatensity must be coupled to the magnification. S




25X1A

. i< underway to seek a solution here.," The Monitor's Trip Report . ; '

Ay
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The Progress Report for Touruary. + indicates that the
contractor. was cxpending extersive eficri Lo achieve the necessary - L i
design "Extensive laboratory tesis and component evaluation was ‘
continucd in order to optimize this li;uit source" anc high
intensity oourco7 Due to the wide ficid at lower power magnifica-
tion, together with inherent light loss...a high wattage lamp would
be requircd I order to avoid nigh watbare lamp and resulting
excessive temperature rises at the film planc, Spec1aL efforts
have been made to employ lower wattage Lamps.... Laboratory mock-up !
test results have proven feasibility.” 1 . '

The Contract Inspection Report dated 4 March 1964 confirms the 25X1A
contractor's difficulties, in that [jjj declared difficulty in _ !
achieving adeqiate illumination at low powers. In the contract . ' ;
monitor's Trip Report, dated 16 March 196& it was stated that "the g :
problem of adejuate brightness at all magnifications was discussed ‘ f
again, _ Vice-President for Eng1neer1ng7 , !
was discouraged with the low magnification problem. He requested L
elimination of the low magnification objective.... The contract 1 .
monitor states than 400 foot-lamberts is not adequate, hut that all o ;
magnifications should have at least 1000 foot-lamberts,” -

The March 1964 Progress Report‘inuicated that & "detailed study

ated 6 April 196k stated that "the contractor is tentatively
nonsuiemng the use of a field lens between the film and the low o L
power opbjective as a means of solving the low magnification DR o
illumination problem., They [Eontractoi7 were informed we did not PR
consider this &s an acceptable solution....  What they really want Ry
is for us to eJ*meuate the low power requirement; for the present, . ' . =
this was refused." , R

The April 196h Progress Report stated that the "low power
illumination problem has Deen soived by pLac1ng a field lens between
the £film and objective lens.,"

At this point, reference (c¢) statz: "In a meeting held at _ 25X1QA
on 1 May 1964 attended vy |G i 2 9BX1A
pointed out to the customer that the high intensity light source ‘ ~*
and field lens solution to the low magnification problem were
above and beyord the terms of the contract." This statement is
not valid. We do not recall this verbal claim nor is it recorded
in the monitor's trip report of the 1 May meeting or in the contractor's

subsequent Progress Report covering that period.

) The Progress Report for May ]96@ 1nu*cato° that "additional
irnses for low power magnification range have been aesipgned, detailed

. and relnased.” The 5 May 1964 monitor's Trip Report stated that

25X1A

T . 2ins that they can obtain an acceptable solution to
ne low power dllumination through the usd of a field lens between

-lO-
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the film and the objective. We are still doubtrful. ] 25X1A
claims that they w1n currcntlj ooialnluh 600 ft-lomberts on the
lens bench mock-up., I e ’ v

Doubt is apaiv ~unressed as to the acceptability of the field
lens for low mupn¢1¢riulon illumination in the monitor's Trip
Report dated 9 July 1906l The July 1964 Contractor's Progress

Report stated that the low power field lens appears to work well
optically and mechanically.'

The Contractor's report of ihe Customer (monitor) Evaluation
dated 15 Novembor 1704 reported "distortion of [the/ low power
Lens. Distortion crnnot be reduced unlecs field lenzes are removed.
Because field loises are not in image plane any add power and,
thevefore, distortion. Use of a lower power 4.5X cyelons reduced
some of the distortion observed." The Trip Report dated 19 November
196k confirmed “his fact;" there is objectionable curvature of
ficld with the low power objectives. Auv various settings the center
of the field hasn't the same plane of focus as the edges."

The Jormary 1965 Progress Report indicated that the image
dlutOILlON had been considerably reduced; however, the effort
rcqulred maiking several special lensges @nd manufacture of new
mounts

Although it still had some urdesirabie optical characteristics,
the field lens system was accepted at tnis point by the monitor as
being the contrector's "vest effort;” since, there did not appear to
be another reascnzole solution within the fixed price limits of the '

contract. It wes o reasonable compromisc between required

performance and what was possible from an engineering standpoint.

“From ﬁhe‘available documentation it appears that:

25X 1A A I :s o:2id extra to incorporate the

low-power objectives - neglected to remember that they must
make corresponding alterations in illumination - and vastly
underpid this portion of the contract.

25X1A B. The [ contract cave bricitness and Tilm heat
requirements, while the proposar did make references to
25X1A adequate high intensity illumination for all objectives.

Nowhere did the contractor take excepvion to and/or state
that; these reguirements did not apply or were not valid for
the low powar objectives.

¢. Th2 Certractor's Progress Reports do document their - .
problems in developing this system Lut he did not élaim in
writing, unlil arter the fact, that this was an unreasonable
‘requircmcnt a change-of-scope or that 1t was not their original
‘and expressed Intent to proviide adeguate and uniform
illvmination o the low-power obl+ctives.
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Raviewing the documentation it appears the contractor's claims
with regura Lo the Low-Mapnification Lens are essentially invalid.

8. TFilw Loop. The last claim the contractor makes pertains
to the film looping mechanism. Both retference (d) and (e) propose
a "Loop Forming Mechanism (Idertical to Model 387 Viewer). As a
part of the film handling facility in this instrument a film loop
can be formed between the adjacent viewing areas containing as
much as 14 feet of film (center of rignt Tormat to center of left :
format)." Both the indleated that the "25X1A
instrument would be 60" long. The contract for the [Jftook exception
to this spccification and stated that "the film loop to be provided 25X1A
in the unit is 16 feet in length. . It is anticipated that the
partics shall promptly negobtiate to increase the size of the loop, Q j
probably to a 20-foot size." The || I ccs not take 25X1A .
exception to the proposed 1L foot film length in either the contract o
or its amendments but it must be the same as the The delivered
instruments have a maximum fiim loop length of 18 feet 2 inches. 25X1A

On 2k May 1963 the contractor proposed to increase the film
loop length of the to either 20 feet or 24 feet, meintaining
the .H0" cabinet leng The Progress Report of July and August
1963 stated that the overall length will be 84 inches"; however,
this report also stated that "up to 16 feet of film can be drawn
into the loop rorming slot." This indicates that the contractor o
was increasing the cabinet length without increasing the maximum S
film loop length. Discussions between the contractor and the ‘
technical monitor on 10 and 12 September 1963 indicated that the
overall length of the. instrument would have to be increased by two
feet to 84" to add b feet to the film loop (maximum 18 feet).

trip report (first conference, regarding
dated 12 September 1963 confirmed the above in that "a

beneficial result of the cabinet lengihening is the increase of
the excess film loop from 16 feet to 20 feet without a design
change of the present efficient mechanism now in use at NAVPIC
/—87 V1ewef7 The cabinet will be lengthened by two feet to.
approxlmately SHE ‘

The monitor expressed excentlon on 26 October 1963 to the
film loop now being listed as 16 feet vice 20,

In & discussion held between the contractor and the technical .
monitor on 19 November 1963, as documented in the Plo“ress Report
for November 1963 the agreement was reached as foliows: "film
loop takeup te have length of 19 feet as mcacurea Trom center of
format areas. Couasideration will be made to speed up film loop
threading velceity.”

. The equipment configuration was not to be
changed &5 a result of this agreement.

There is no cocord of further documented discussion concerning
this subject, : : '

YP78B04747A002100090032-5 -




51 EIA-RDP78B04747A002100090032-5
A &gr,fﬁ

A review =0 the above docwsentalisn and corversations between
the various mounltiors ard he coptrac! iriiicates the following:
A, The contractor pr posed - b foot film loop in
his proposal for the -

B. The contract for the [JJj took exception to the proposal 25X1A
and changed the 14 feet to 16 feou.

C. The contract for the [Jfves xeyed to the e 25X1A
would autematically becons 16 fer s,
25X1A

D. Al the time of negotiation the contractor was asked
to propose on a extra cost modification to change the film
Loop o 20 feet; his proposal was technically unacceptable
and, as a consequence, rejected. ~

L. The contractor ran into technical problems which

required them to increase the size (length) of the Bl and ,25X1A
by 2 feet. This increase in length was agreed to

with the stipulation that they increase the film loop as

much as possible without changing the basic mechanism.

There is no basis for this claim what-so-ever,
‘ 9. "Due to the technical probiems which beset these projects,
the government has had to accept exceptionally late delivery. This
has to some extent reduced the usefulness of the equipment,  This-
ractor should be considered in any negotiated settlement., L

NOTE: * Underlining is ours.

25X1A -
Assistant for Plans and Deve.opment, NPIC

Jistrivution: .
Original and 1 - Addressee
Chief, SS5/NPIC

o 1
25X1A é
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